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EDUCATIONAL INNOVATION MANAGEMENT IN KAZAKHSTAN’S SECONDARY SCHOOLS

This article examines the current challenges and strategies of educational innovation management in secondary
schools in Kazakhstan. Within the context of systemic modernization, the institutional factors, barriers, and conditions
determining the effectiveness of integrating advanced pedagogical and digital technologies into the educational
process are analyzed. The empirical basis of the research relies on a mixed-methods design: a quantitative survey of
116 school principals was conducted alongside qualitative case studies of six educational institutions with varying
resource provisions. The study determined the professional readiness of school leaders for transformational changes:
the majority of respondents (62%) demonstrated an intermediate level of readiness, highlighting a shortage of
practical managerial competencies. It was revealed that effective educational innovation management is hindered by
three key interrelated barriers: an acute lack of practical knowledge among the administration (92%), weak
professional motivation of the teaching staff (84%), and a critical deficit of material and technical resources (80%).
Based on the findings, evidence-based recommendations and targeted interventions are proposed to overcome the
identified implementation gaps. Specifically, it is proposed to introduce modular leadership development programs
for principals, develop adaptive financial incentive mechanisms for teachers, and ensure a more equitable distribution
of infrastructural resources. These measures will foster a sustainable development ecosystem aligned with advanced
international standards. The results hold significant practical implications for state educational policy and provide a
fundamental methodological basis for the systemic scaling of innovations.

Keywords: educational innovation management, school leadership, teacher professional development, resource
allocation, pedagogical technologies, digital education.

Kinm ce3dep: 0inim bepy unnosayusnapvin backapy, meKkmenmezi KOwOACWbLIbIK, MYAniMoepoiy Kaciou
damysl, pecypcmapobl 6671y, nedazocuKaniblk MexHOI0SUsNAp, YUGPvlK Oinim bepy.

Knrouegvie cnosa: ynpasnenue obpasosamenbHuimu UHHOSAYUAMU, WKOTBHOE TUOEPCHIBO, NPOPeCCUOHATbHOE
passumue nedazo208, pacnpedeienue pecypcos, nedazo2uyeckue mexHoao2uil, yugpposoe obpasosanue.

JEL M54

Introduction. In Kazakhstan, reform has almost always been the norm in school education; however,
effectively managing innovation at the school level is fraught with difficulties. The obstacles are not a lack
of goodwill, but rather a combination of factors including resource scarcity, principals' lack of readiness to
lead teaching reforms, and schools' reluctance to break established classroom routines. Crucially, the
innovation referred to here is not business innovation in enterprises, but rather the ongoing teaching reforms
that public schools need to pursue—including new teaching methods, digital tools, and professional
collaboration models.

Schumpeter's classic innovation theory for the business economy provides a general perspective on
the concept of continuous renewal, but it cannot be entirely applied to schools [1]. In educational
institutions, innovation is not achieved through market competition, commercialization, or productivity
improvements, but rather through teaching technology, teaching quality, decentralized school leadership,
and teacher professional development. Therefore, this study applies the general logic of educational
innovation management to the specific environment of schools.

The most common obstacles in schools are limited training available to principals and teachers,
financial and material resource constraints, and adherence to traditional teaching methods. In contrast, an
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innovative school atmosphere relies on candid professional communication, careful development of school
leaders, and an environment that encourages rather than punishes teaching experimentation and creativity
[2].

By drawing together survey evidence from school leaders and a set of case studies, the article identifies
these obstacles and sets out practical means of strengthening educational innovation management in
Kazakhstan’s secondary schools.

Its aim is to offer workable recommendations for building leadership capacity, allocating resources
more sensibly, and encouraging collaboration — recommendations that speak to Kazakhstan’s own reform
agenda while remaining instructive for systems facing comparable pressures elsewhere.

It is essential to distinguish the focus of this study from innovation research in corporate departments.
In this study, "educational innovation management" specifically refers to administrative support in the
transformation process of secondary education, including the implementation of new teaching methods, the
digitization of educational processes, and the development of professional learning communities, rather
than competition driven by business or market forces. Additionally, the scope of this study is confined to
secondary education in Kazakhstan. This limitation aims to bridge the logical gap between macro-level
national policy agendas and micro-level school implementation, ensuring that the empirical findings
derived from surveys of 116 principals can be directly applied to enhance teaching quality and leadership
in secondary education.

Literature review. In the school setting, educational innovation management refers to the purposeful
introduction and integration of new teaching methods, changes in organizational arrangements and adoption
of digital technologies, with the ultimate goal of improving teaching quality rather than pursuing
competitiveness or profit. A large number of recent academic studies have pointed out that school
leadership is the decisive lever behind educational innovation: Leithwood, Harris and Hopkins, through a
synthesis of evidence from different systems, have shown that the impact of leadership on school
improvement is mainly reflected in teaching quality, staff motivation and teacher working conditions [3].

Teacher leadership and professional development constitute the second pillar. Harris and Jones argue
that lasting educational change depends on the role of teachers as co-builders of innovation within
professional learning communities, a view supported by international evidence regarding the professional
status and collaborative practices of teachers and school leaders [4]. In terms of instructional innovation, it
tends to employ digital tools, adaptive curricula, and modern teaching methods to improve educational
quality.

Digital transformation has become inextricably linked to the management of educational innovation.
A systematic review indicates that a school's digital capacity depends not only on technology but also on
the combined effects of leadership, teacher competence, organizational culture, and infrastructure [5].
Similarly, effective educational innovation management depends on an organizational culture that rewards
collaboration and experimentation. Deeply ingrained habits and resistance to change are difficult to
overcome without strong leadership and a genuine atmosphere of cooperation.

Resources remain a decisive constraint, particularly for rural schools facing limitations in funding and
technology. Evidence regarding the digital transformation of educational quality management processes
suggests that investment must be matched with management and instructional capabilities to translate into
improvements in practice [6]. However, the actual effectiveness of these policies and partnerships in
Kazakhstan remains uncertain.

Research conducted in Kazakhstan is growing, but still insufficient. Mixed-method studies on teacher
leadership competence have shown that well-designed training programs can significantly enhance the
innovative potential of an educational organization, while studies on school leaders during periods of
change have shown that reform largely depends on the preparedness and support of principals [7]. The
current literature still lacks empirical research linking educational innovation management to the daily
educational environment of Kazakh schools — for example, the role of teachers, the long-term impact of
policies, and comparisons with other secondary schools. This study aims to address these deficiencies and
provide practical guidance for improving educational innovation management in Kazakh schools, drawing
on the experience of higher education where necessary [8].

Methodology. This study employs a mixed-methods research design to provide a comprehensive
understanding of educational innovation management in secondary schools in Kazakhstan. By combining
guantitative survey data with qualitative case studies, the research aims to identify prevailing trends and
explore the underlying institutional barriers to school modernization.
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The quantitative component involved a survey of 116 secondary school principals. A purposive
sampling method was utilized to select respondents representing diverse regions of Kazakhstan, ensuring a
balanced mix of both urban and rural educational contexts. This approach allowed for capturing a broad
spectrum of managerial experiences across different school environments.

Quantitative data were collected using a structured questionnaire designed to assess principals'
readiness for managing educational innovation and the obstacles they face. The survey instrument utilized
a standard 5-point Likert scale (ranging from 1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree) to measure
respondents' perceptions, along with multiple-choice questions to identify specific managerial challenges.

To gain deeper insights into the practical realities of educational innovation management, the
guantitative survey was complemented by qualitative case studies of six secondary schools. These schools
were selected based on their geographic location (e.g., three urban and three rural schools) and varying
resource capacities to ensure a diverse and representative perspective. Qualitative data were gathered
through semi-structured discussions and observations of the schools' administrative processes.

The quantitative data obtained from the questionnaire were analyzed using descriptive statistics. Data
processing and visualization were performed using spreadsheet software (Microsoft Excel). The analysis
focused strictly on frequency distributions and percentage calculations to identify the prevailing trends in
principals' readiness and barriers to educational innovation management.

Qualitative data from the case studies were processed using basic thematic analysis. The collected
responses and case notes were reviewed and manually categorized into overarching themes, such as
"resource constraints,”" "insufficient managerial preparation,” and "motivational barriers." This qualitative
categorization was used to complement, explain, and contextualize the numerical survey findings.

Main part. This section presents the results of an empirical study of educational innovation
management in Kazakhstani schools, obtained through a questionnaire survey of educational organization
directors and case study materials. The analysis aims to identify the level of readiness of school leaders to
implement educational innovations, as well as to determine the key barriers and factors affecting the
effectiveness of innovative processes in the school environment. Special attention is paid to the relationship
between leadership, resource availability, the professional development of teachers, and the implementation
of modern pedagogical and digital technologies, as these factors have a direct impact on the quality of the
educational process and student learning outcomes.

Research Design.

The survey included respondents from various demographic groups, summarized in the pie chart
below:

Age Distribution of Respondents Gender Distribution of Respondents
Male
20,0%
Above 45
years
35,0%
30-45
years Female
65,0% 80,0%

Female Male

Figure — 1. Demographic Distribution of Respondents
*Compiled by the authors based on the 2026 survey data.

Demographic analysis revealed that 65% of the respondents fall into the 3045 age group, while 35%
are over 45 years old. Furthermore, women predominantly hold school leadership positions, accounting for
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80% of the sample. Overall, the majority of respondents are females aged 30-45, which highlights the need
for targeted professional development tailored to this specific category of leaders.

These demographics align with previous studies that highlight gender and age disparities in leadership
in education [9].

Survey Instrument.

The survey consisted of three main sections:

1. Demographics: Collected information on the age, gender, and professional backgrounds of
respondents. This data helped in analyzing trends and patterns across different demographic groups.
2. Innovation Awareness: Measured respondents' understanding of educational innovation

concepts, their familiarity with educational innovation management practices, and their ability to apply
these practices in school settings.

3. Challenges and Solutions: Focused on identifying barriers to educational innovation
management and gathering recommendations for overcoming these challenges.

The instrument was constructed from the existing literature and then sharpened through piloting with
a small group of school leaders, a step intended to secure clarity and reliability. The comments returned
from this pilot prompted revisions to the wording and ordering of questions, which strengthened the
instrument’s validity.

Data Collection.

Administration took place online through Google Forms, a channel chosen for its accessibility, with
each respondent needing roughly ten to fifteen minutes to finish. To approximate a representative cross-
section, the sample drew on urban and rural schools across several regions of Kazakhstan, and invitations
circulated via professional networks and educational associations [10].

For the qualitative component, six schools were selected on purpose to span a deliberately varied set
of contexts — urban and rural, well-resourced and hard-pressed. Principals, their deputies, and teachers
were interviewed at length about what managing educational innovation had actually involved, while
observation of day-to-day operations and a reading of documents such as strategic plans and progress
reports allowed interview accounts to be cross-checked.

Several safeguards were built in to bolster the reliability and validity of the study [11]:

- A pilot testing of the research tool was conducted to identify and eliminate potential
shortcomings.

- To increase the reliability of the study, the triangulation method was used, which involves
comparing data obtained from various sources.

- Peer Review: Preliminary findings were shared with educational experts for feedback and
validation.

- Participant Validation: Respondents were given opportunities to review and confirm the
accuracy of interview transcripts and key findings.

Ethical Considerations

The research was conducted in line with accepted ethical standards, with the rights and confidentiality
of participants protected throughout. Consent was secured in advance of any data collection, and
respondents were assured both of their anonymity and of the entirely voluntary character of their
involvement. Ethical clearance for the work was granted by the Institutional Review Board of Turan-Astana
University.

Limitations.

While the mixed-method approach provided a comprehensive understanding of educational
innovation management, certain limitations were noted:

1. Sample Size: The survey sample, though diverse, may not fully represent all schools in
Kazakhstan.

2. Self-Reported Data: Survey responses relied on self-reporting, which could introduce bias.

3. Context-Specific Findings: The case study findings, while insightful, are context-dependent and
may not be generalizable to all schools.

Results and Discussion.
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Table -1
Professional readiness in educational innovation management

Readiness Level Description

Comprehensive knowledge of educational innovation, practical application of
High Level educational innovation management, creativity, and motivation for introducing such

innovations.

Some knowledge of educational innovation, limited practical application of
Intermediate Level educational innovation management, limited creativity, and a positive but passive

attitude towards such innovations.

Minimal knowledge of educational innovation, lack of creativity and managerial
Low Level reflection in educational innovation management, and a passive stance towards such
innovations.

*Compiled by the authors based on the source [12]

These bands make plain how unevenly prepared school principals are, and in doing so they point to
the need for interventions aimed squarely at the particular gaps in educational innovation management
capability.

STACKED BAR CHART OF READINESS LEVELS
100%

Low Readiness;

80% Percentage; 37,9

60%

40%

PERCENTAGE (%)

20%

0%

0,1%
Percentage
READINESS LEVELS

B High Readiness M Intermediate Readiness Low Readiness

Figure — 2. Survey Results
*Compiled by the authors based on the 2026 survey data.

- A majority of school managers exhibited intermediate readiness (62%), indicating some familiarity
with educational innovation concepts but limited practical application of educational innovation
management. This finding aligns with recent international studies confirming that mid-level professional
readiness for educational innovation management remains a primary bottleneck in educational
transformation globally. Current research highlights widespread implementation gaps across various
educational systems, where school leaders often grasp the theoretical need for change but lack the applied
methodological training to execute it [13].

- Approximately 37,9% of respondents demonstrated low readiness, characterized by a lack of
creativity and minimal knowledge of educational innovation management.

- Only a minority of managers were categorized at the high readiness level (0,1%), highlighting
significant gaps in professional development.
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Barriers to_Innovation

Challenges in fostering managerial innovation 83
Absence of scientific methodologies 37
@
()]
S
— Lack of motivation among staff 84
©
=
O Percentage
Insufficient preparedness of managers 20
Weak material base 80

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80
Percentage

Figure — 3. Barriers to Educational Innovation Management
*Compiled by the authors based on the 2026 survey data.

Among the difficulties respondents named most insistently were a weak material base and inadequate
managerial preparation, which touched more than 80% and 20% of schools respectively.

Readiness for educational innovation management was sorted into three bands: high, denoting
comprehensive knowledge and creativity; intermediate, signaling some knowledge but little practice; and
low, indicating minimal knowledge and a passive disposition.

On this scale, 62% of school leaders fell into the intermediate band — acquainted with the basics yet
applying them only sparingly — while 37,9% sat at the low end, lacking both the creativity and the
management skills required for educational innovation.

The main barriers identified by respondents include a lack of knowledge (92%), low motivation (84%),
insufficient managerial skills (20%), and weak material resources (80%).

The obtained data indicate that the insufficient readiness of school principals to manage educational
innovations limits the implementation of modern pedagogical technologies, hinders the development of a
digital educational environment, and reduces the effectiveness of professional interaction among teachers.
Consequently, the identified barriers have an indirect impact on the quality of the educational process and
student learning outcomes.

Respondents further singled out two persistent obstacles to mastering educational innovation
management: a shortage of practical knowledge, reported by 92%, and the difficulty of organizing teaching
staff, cited by 65%, both of which underline how much depends on leadership training and sound team
management. Such implementation gaps are frequently cited in contemporary literature as a critical
systemic barrier across transitioning educational environments, where school administrators often grasp the
theoretical need for change but lack the applied methodological training and localized administrative
support to execute it effectively [14].

The obtained results are directly related to the quality of the educational process in schools. The
insufficient preparedness of leaders to manage educational innovations hinders the implementation of
modern pedagogical technologies, including project-based learning, differentiated instruction, and
interactive teaching methods. Limited managerial competencies also reduce the effectiveness of school
digitalization, as the implementation of digital educational platforms and tools requires not only technical
resources but also strategic leadership from the administration. Furthermore, the identified problems affect
the professional development of teachers: in the absence of systemic support from the leadership, teachers
are less likely to participate in professional development programs, professional communities, and
innovative educational projects. Collectively, these factors impact the quality of student learning, as they
limit the school's capacity to update educational content, improve teaching methods, and create a modern
educational environment.

From an educational perspective, these models are quite enlightening. The lack of innovation among
principals is primarily a teaching and professional development issue, rather than a business
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competitiveness issue: it relates to their ability to lead curriculum reform, support teachers in adopting
digital and active learning methods, and cultivate a culture of open classroom experimentation. Interpreted
in this way, the survey results reflect the readiness of schools (rather than businesses) to improve teaching,
and pinpoint the main drivers of change to school leadership, teacher motivation, and the equitable
distribution of educational resources.

Barriers and solutions for educational innovation management are presented below (table 2).

Table — 2
Critical barriers to educational innovation management
Barrier Proposed Solution Expected Outcome
Weak material base Targeted funding programs for _Improved access to essential
resource development infrastructure
Insufficient manacerial Enhanced decision-making and
g Leadership training workshops readiness for educational

preparedness . .
innovation management

Increased engagement in and
adoption of educational innovation

Lack of motivation among staff Incentive-based programs for

teachers
management
Absence of scientific Collaboration with academic Development of evidence-based
methodologies institutions practices
Challepges in foster_mg Establish educational innovation Promotion of experimentation and
educational innovation . s
management hubs in schools creativity

management
*Compiled by the authors based on the 2026 survey data.

In summary, these findings suggest that schools in Kazakhstan need a systematic rather than piecemeal
approach to educational innovation management. The best way to bridge the knowledge gap among
principals is through targeted teaching and innovation leadership training programs; the pressure of limited
resources requires strengthening the physical and digital infrastructure of schools; and the active
participation of teachers and administrators can be addressed through incentive mechanisms. These
measures should be viewed as an interconnected whole rather than isolated solutions and should be based
on the school’s educational mission to form a coherent improvement strategy [15].

In short, transforming schools from traditional management models to educational innovation
management models is a systematic project involving many aspects. By simultaneously addressing
deficiencies in teaching knowledge, lack of resources, and cultural resistance, schools in Kazakhstan can
become a place where teaching innovation flourishes. Integrating leadership development with strategic
planning and actively involving teachers, parents, and the wider school community are key to ensuring the
sustainability of change, as evidenced by research on blended approaches in Kazakh schools [16]. The
following recommendations are made:

Leadership Development.

- Train school leaders in educational innovation management practices.

- Encourage collaborative leadership models.

Resource Allocation.

- Strengthen material and technical bases.

- Provide financial support for educational innovation initiatives.

Teacher Engagement.

- Foster a culture of continuous professional development.

- Develop motivation-oriented programs to encourage teacher participation in educational innovation
management.

Strategic Planning.

- Implement modular and systemic strategies for holistic educational transformation.

- Integrate educational innovation management into long-term educational policies.

Advanced Analysis.
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The interdependence between resource allocation, leadership training and teacher engagement forms
a dynamic scaffold for school innovation. It is this interconnectedness—rather than any single management
technique borrowed from the corporate sector—that underpins the sustainability and effectiveness of
educational change [17].

Conclusion. This study highlights the urgent need for a systematic and innovation-oriented
management approach in Kazakhstan's school secondary schools. The study identifies resource scarcity,
cultural resistance, and insufficient leadership training as major obstacles to building a sustainable school
innovation ecosystem. When resources are effectively allocated, school leadership truly plays a
transformative role, and modern educational management is effectively implemented, schools can better
improve teaching quality and meet international standards.

The findings indicate that educational innovation management is far more than a purely technical or
administrative task, nor is it simply commercial competition, it is a dynamic, collaborative, and education-
oriented effort. Schools with visionary leadership, meticulous planning, and investment in teachers and
resources are most likely to put educational innovation into practice and sustainably develop it. This study
enriches the literature by providing empirical evidence on the factors contributing to educational innovation
management in Kazakhstan's schools and offers practical guidance for policymakers, educators, and
institutional leaders.

Future Directions.

Both future research and practical effort might usefully concentrate on the following:

1. Impact Assessment: longitudinal studies that track how educational innovation management
strategies actually affect student outcomes and institutional performance over time.

2. Technology Integration: closer inquiry into what emerging tools, among them artificial
intelligence and data analytics, contribute to decision-making and to the conduct of teaching.

3. Policy Development: the design of policy that rewards collaboration among schools, private
bodies, and government, so that resources can be pooled and good practice shared.

4.  Equity in Education: a narrowing of the gap between urban and rural schools by means of
targeted funding, technological provision, and sustained professional development.

By building on the insights gathered here and nurturing a culture of steady improvement, Kazakhstan’s
secondary schools can position themselves as a reference point for educational innovation management
among transitional economies, thus helping coming generations flourish in a fast-moving global setting.
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Kyasic E., HaceipoBa A.M., Bex0ycunona I' K., Akbi6aii M.C.
KA3AKCTAHHBIH OPTA MEKTENTEPIHAEI'T BIJIIM BEPY NTHHOBALIUAJIAPBIH BACKAPY
Anjgarna

Byn makamama KazakcTaHHBIH OpTa MeEKTeNTepiHaeri OumiM Oepy WHHOBAIMSIAPBIH OacKapyIblH ©3eKTi
Mocesenepi MEH CTpaTerusuiapbl KapacThIpbliasl. JKyHeni JKaHFBIPTY JKaFlaiiblHOa OKy MPOLECiHE O3BIK
MeTaTOTHKAIBIK, JKOHE HU(PIBIK TEXHOJNOTHUIAPABI CHTI3yIiH THIMAUITIH aHKBIHIAWTBIH WHCTHUTYLIHOHAIIBIK,
(axTopap, Keaeprijiep MeH MapTTap TaIJaHIbl. 3epTTeyliH SMINPUKAIBIK 0a3ackl apaiac JU3aiHFa HETi3IereH:
116 MekTen IUPEKTOpPBIHA CaHIBIK cayalHama >KYPTi3iini, COHAai-aK pecypcTapMeH KaMTaMachl3 eTuTy AeHreifi
opTYpIIi anTel OiniM Oepy MeKeMeciH/e canajblK Keic-CTaan CepHsCHl icKe achlpbuLabl. JKyMbIc OaphIChIHIa MEKTETT
OacIIbUIapBIHBIH TpaHCHOPMAIMSUIBIK e3repicTepre KociOW TalbIHABIK JIEHTeWi aHBIKTAJAbl: PECTIOHACHTTEPIIH
kenmIiiiri (62%) mpakTUKaIBIK 0acKapy Ky3bIpETTEpiHiH TANIIBUIBIFBIH CEe31HE OTHIPHIN, JaWbIHABIKTEIH TEK OpTala
JeHreiin kepcereni. biniMm Gepy nHHOBanMsAIapheIH THIMAL OacKapyFa e3apa OailaHBICTHI YII HETi3ri Kexepri 6erer
00JTaTBIHBI AHBIKTAJABL: SKIMIIUTIKTET1 IPaKTUKAIBIK OLTIMHIH OTKip TammbUIbIFEI (92%), e1arorukajiblK YKBIMHBIH
KOCiOM MOTHBALIMSACHIHBIH TOMEHAIr (84%) koHe MaTepHaIbIK-TEXHUKAJBIK PECypCTapIblH CBHIHU TAIIIBUIBIFEI
(80%). AnpIHFaH HOTIDKEIIEp HETI31H/e eHTi3y Ier KeJleprijep i eHcepy YIIiH FhIIBIMH HET13/1eJITeH YCHIHBIMIAP MEeH
MaKCaTThl MHTEPBEHIMSUIAP YCHIHBULABL. ATall aiTKaH/1a, MEKTEN JJUPEKTOPJIAPBIHBIH KOIIOACIIBIIBIFBIH JAMBITY IbIH
MOJYJBIK OarapyiaManapblH €Hri3y, MyFaTiMAep.li Kap>KbUIBIK bIHTAJIaHABIPYAbIH OeiiMIeIreH TETIKTEpiH a3ipiey,
coHp1ali-aK HHPPaKYPbUIBIMJIBIK PECYPCTAP bl HEFYPIIBIM 9JIUT 9pi MaKCaTThl 06Ty 1l KaMTaMachl3 €Ty YCHIHBIIIBL. by
HIapajap 03bIK XaJbIKapaJIbIK CTaHAAPTTapFa COMKEC KeJICTIH TYPaKTh AaMy 9KOXKYHeCiH KaJIbINTaCThIpyFa MYMKIH/IIK
Oepeni. XKymbIc HoTIDKenepi MeMieKeTTIK OutiM Oepy cascaThl YIIIH KOFapbl NPaKTUKAIBIK MaHbI3Fa He JKOHE
HMHHOBAIMSUIAp B! JKYHeni Typae MacitadTay YIIiH ipremi ogicHaMalbIK Heri3 6ojia ajmajsl.
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Kyasic E., HaceipoBa A.M., BexOycunona I'. K., Akbui6aiit M.C.
YHPABJIEHUE OBPA30BATEJBbHBIMHU HHHOBAIIMSIMHU B CPEJJHUX HIKOJIAX KA3AXCTAHA
AHHOTALUSA

B nmaHHOH cTaThe pacCMOTPEHBI aKTyaJlbHBIE IMPOOIEMBI M CTPATETHH YNPaBICHUS 00pa30BaTEIbHBIMH
UHHOBAIlMsSIMU B cpeaHux Imkonax Kaszaxcrana. B ycnoBHSIX CHCTEMHON MOAEpPHM3ALUU INPOAHAIU3UPOBAHBI
MHCTHTYLIMOHAJbHEIE (DakTopbl, Oapbepbl M yCIOBUS, ONpenessionire 3(pQEKTUBHOCTh BHEIPEHUS IEPEAOBBIX
MeJarorndeckux M IU(QPOBBIX TEXHOJNOTHH B 00pa3oBaTeNbHBIM MNpolecc. DMmupuueckas 0a3a HCCIeI0BaHUS
OINMpPAETCs Ha CMEIIaHHbII AU3aliH: MPOBEAEH KOJIMYECTBEHHBIN OPOC CTa HIECTHAALATH AUPEKTOPOB LIKOM, a TAKKE
peann3oBaHa cepusi KaueCTBEHHBIX KEHC-CTaau IIECTH O0pa30BaTeNbHBIX YUPEXKACHHH C pasHbIM YPOBHEM
pecypcHOoro obecnedeHus. B xome paboTel ompeneneH ypoBeHb HMPO(EeCCHOHANBHONH TOTOBHOCTH IIKOJBHBIX
pykoBoauTesnel K TpaHC(OPMAIMOHHBIM U3MEHEHHAM: OOJBIINHCTBO PECHOHAEHTOB (62%) NEMOHCTPUPYIOT JIHIIIb
CPEeIHUH YPOBEHb FOTOBHOCTH, HCTIBITHIBAS AE(UIUT MPAKTHUECKHUX YIPABICHUYCCKUX KOMIIETeHIU. BoIsBiieHo, 9To
3¢ PEeKTUBHOMY YIPaBJICHHIO 00pa30BaTEIbHBIMI WHHOBALMSMH TPETIATCTBYIOT TPH KITIOUEBBIX B3aHMMOCBSI3aHHBIX
Gapbepa: ocTpast HeXBaTKa MPAaKTHUECKNX 3HAHUHK y anMuHUCTpan (92%), cinabas npodeccnoHanbHas MOTHBALMS
MeJarorndeckoro KoekTuBa (84%) M KpUTHUECKHH NEQUIUT MaTepHalbHO-TEXHHUECKHX pecypcoB (80%). Ha
OCHOBE TIOJIy4YEHHBIX Pe3yJIbTaTOB NPEI0KEHBI HaydYHO 000CHOBAHHBIE PEKOMEHAALIMH U I[eJIeBble HHTEPBEHIIUH IS
MIPEO010JICHNS BBISIBIICHHBIX PAa3phIBOB BO BHEAPEHUU. B UacTHOCTH, PeI0KEHO BHEIPUTH MOAYJIEHBIE IIPOTPaMMBI
pa3BUTHS JIUIEPCTBAa JUPEKTOPOB IIKOJI, pa3paboTaTh aJanTHBHBIE MEXaHW3Mbl (DMHAHCOBOTO CTHMYJIMPOBAHUS
yuuTenel, a Takxe obecreunts Ooliee CIpaBe[IMBOE M LEJICHANPABIECHHOE paclpeeneHne UHOPacTPpyKTypHBIX
pecypcoB. JlaHHble Mepbl MO3BOJAT C(HOPMHUPOBATH YCTOWYMBYIO HIKOCUCTEMY pPa3BUTHS, COOTBETCTBYIOIIYIO
MepeIOBBIM MEXYHApOJHBIM CTaHIapTaM. Pe3ynbraTbl paboThl HMEIOT BBICOKYIO NMPAKTHYECKYIO 3HAYUMOCTD JUIS
TOCYZapCTBCHHONH 00pa30BaTENbHOM MOJUTHKH U MOTYT CIYXXUTh (DyHAaMEHTAJIBHON METONOJIOTHIECKONH OCHOBOM
JUTSL CHCTEMHOTO MacIITaONpOBaHHUsI HHHOBALIUH.
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